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Editorial: 


Learning to live with uncertainty... 


Being a young-age creationist while you‘re 
an undergraduate studying geology is 

a challenging experience. | remember 

it well. Many of the things | was being 
taught posed genuine questions for the 
biblical view of earth history, especially its 
short timescale, and often | didn’t have 
good answers. 

During that time, | had to learn 
some important lessons: to hold on 
to God and his Word even in the face 
of perplexity, to be honest about the 
data and its challenges without being 
overwhelmed by it, and to seek new 
ways of understanding the world that 
were consistent with both the scientific 
data and biblical revelation. 

Those lessons stood me in good 
stead. (In fact they’re helpful in the life of 
faith generally, not just in thinking about 
science). | needed to realize that it was 
okay to have unanswered questions. In 
fact, science is so much more fun because 
of all those unanswered questions! Of 
course, it has also been interesting to 
see how much light has been shed in 
the last couple of decades upon some 
of the things that bothered me as an 
undergraduate. 

One of the problems | recall 
being particularly exercised about was 
the time needed for the formation of 
granite plutons.'| was familiar with the 
conventional picture of how granites 
formed. From the generation of the 
magmas by partial melting of the lower 


crust, to their gradual ascent through the 
crust as balloon-shaped diapirs,” their 
piecemeal assembly into batholiths with 
deep roots, their slow cooling dominated 
by conduction, and their eventual 
unroofing by erosion, they must have 
taken hundreds of thousands to millions 
of years to form. | just couldn’t see how it 
could be done within the time constraints 
imposed by biblical history. 

Then came the granite revolution 
(Petford et a/ 2000; Snelling 2008; Tyler 
2001). Geologists began to call into 
question almost every aspect of this 
old view of granite formation. Granite 
magmas were no longer thought to 
ascend slowly through the crust as diapirs, 
but within days by dyke injection;® the 
timescale for the filling of plutons was 
reduced to centuries or even months; 
batholiths were found to be mostly tabular 
structures, without deep roots, thus 
reducing the time needed for their cooling; 
a greater role for convection also served 
to lower estimated cooling times; phreatic 
stripping’ and other processes suggested 
that unroofing could occur rapidly. Even 
the generation of the magmas by partial 
melting was now thought to take only 
years to decades. 

Furthermore, research on 
the formation of isolated polonium 
radiohalos® within biotite flakes in granite 
plutons began to suggest even tighter 
constraints on their cooling history. The 
hydrothermal fluid transport model 


proposed by Snelling (2005) indicates 

that very short-lived polonium isotopes 
were separated from their parent 
uranium source and transported short 
distances by hydrothermal fluids where 
they became concentrated into new 
radiocentres. However, the requirement 
for an abundant supply of polonium and 
the fact that halos could only be preserved 
once the temperature of the host mineral 
had fallen below 150°C (their annealing 
temperature), implied a startlingly short 
timescale of formation of only hours to 
days. Incidentally, predictions based on 
this hydrothermal fluid transport model 
have recently been confirmed by data 
collected from a nested suite of granite 
plutons in Yosemite National Park (Snelling 
and Gates 2009). 

The point is that the problem of 
granite formation, which so troubled me 
as an undergraduate, no longer seems 
quite so insurmountable. Of course, that 
hasn‘t happened in every case. Other 
problems haven't been resolved yet. Some 
even seem greater today than they did 
back then. But the revolution in thinking 
about granites gives me encouragement 
to think that answers to these other 
problems might be forthcoming one day 
too. | may or may not be around to see 
them, but that's okay. In the meantime, I've 
learned to live with the uncertainty. 


Continued on page 26 ... 























Creation in the news 


An enormous number of programmes, exhibitions and 
events have taken and are still taking place for Darwin 
200. Despite the rhetoric, public opinion remains 
sharply divided. Here, a small selection of highlights 

is presented. 


Clutching at straws 
J. H. John Peet 


As scientists search for a pre-RNA world, and many 
pin their hopes upon the notion of autopoiesis (self- 
making) or the project of the minimal cell, the origin of 
biological information remains ever elusive. John Peet 
examines hopes based upon warm little ponds and 
self-sustaining reactions, finding them both woefully 
inadequate. 


The New Creationism 
Paul Garner 


Creationism is coming of age, with a new era of 
collaboration, self-criticism and exciting discoveries 
already upon us. Scientific theories built upon a 
biblical, God-centred foundation are beginning to 
outshine many of their best secular pretenders. Paul 
Garner examines these signs of vitality with a note 
of encouragement. 


Scientifically demolished at a stroke! 
Jonathan Swingler 


With an onslaught of ideological and mostly superficial 
evolutionary propaganda in full swing on our television 
screens, Jonathan Swingler looks at six conveniently 

ignored facts which these programmes fail to address. 


How to know where you’re going 
Anay Banton 


Knowing where we have come from is bound up with 
knowing where we are going. Andy Banton presents 
the good news of eternal life to those unsaved who 
are rushing headlong to destruction. 








B. Articles ©, DVD Review 
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Popular Issue: March 2010 


Can we believe Genesis? 
Part 1: the Bible speaks 
Greg Haslam 


Beginning a two-part series, Reverend Greg 

Haslam highlights the reliability and foundational 
epistemic importance of Genesis chapter one for the 
historical sciences, in the face of obtuse resistance. 
Compromisers of the truth be warned! 


Who made God? 
Edgar Andrews 


With Richard Dawkins becoming ever more prolific 
and desperate in his output, Edgar Andrews brings 
a critical eye to Dawkins’ misuse of borrowed logic 
regarding our transcendent, eternal Creator. 


Did birds fly in the late Triassic? 
David Tyler 


David Tyler begins a new column on 
diluvial geoscience. 


Darwin on the rocks 
Reviewed by J. H. John Peet 


Teaching about scientific origins 
Reviewed by David Anderson 


Special report: Honest to Darwin 
Adrian Burns 


Shrewsbury, Darwin's birthplace, encouragingly paid 
host to more than one design-related conference 
last year. Adrian Burns reports from the ‘Honest to 
Darwin’ event. 
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Creation in the news 


Reiss Returns to the Fray 
In September of 2008, Professor Michael 
Reiss suggested that pupils who raise 
the issue of creationism in a science 
lesson on evolution should not necessarily 
have their position dismissed. Instead, 
he reasoned, a teacher could use the 
creationist worldview to start a discussion 
based on empirical evidence. Since to a 
small minority of atheists this smacked 
of ‘creationism via the back door’, Reiss 
was ejected from his position as Director 
of Education for the Royal Society. Reiss, 
however, has now taken up the gauntlet in 
his first public interview since the scandal 
erupted. In response, Reiss admits to once 
being “troubled” by the Genesis account 
of creation, which “ran rather differently” 
from his science textbooks. Today, Reiss 
is a convinced theistic evolutionist who 
wrongly maintains that uncertain scientific 
pronouncements must have equal or 
greater epistemic authority than the 
verbal-propositional revelation of the Holy 
Bible. Nevertheless, regarding his brutal 
dismissal, Dr. Anjana Ahuja (2009) of 
The Times, observes: 
“He believes that the exclusion of 
religious believers from certain scientific 
positions amounts to discrimination. 
For him, there is nothing dishonourable 
about believing in the supremacy of the 
divine and of science. ‘Both positions 
can be held with absolute integrity,’ 
he says.” 


Later in the interview, defending his 
position, Reiss re-emphasises his balanced 
(albeit inconsistent) approach to how 
science works, in the face of unreasonable 
atheist aggression: 
“My interest has always been what to 
do if a pupil brings up creationism as 
a reason for not accepting evolution.... 
If a science teacher doesn’t want to 
discuss it, they shouldn’‘t have to, and 
that's fine. But supposing a teacher 
does feel comfortable allowing other 
children to discuss it. Providing it’s a 
scientific discussion, about evidence, 


then | think it’s a great opportunity to 
get pupils to understand how scientific 
knowledge builds up”. 


This focus on empirical facts and 
worldviews is actually the last thing 
atheists want, since creative freedom to 
interpret the same evidence via different 
presuppositions is not part of their 
ideological agenda. @ 
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Philosopher Ruse Visits AiG Museum 
Writing for one of the ‘religious’ blogs of 
The Guardian, Andrew Brown recounts 
what happened when the neo-Darwinian 
philosopher Michael Ruse, along with 
some of his graduate students, visited 
Answers in Genesis’ Creation Museum. 

The first thing which apparently 
struck Ruse was the amount of information 
on display. He was expecting a flash in the 
pan, but discovered a wealth of biblical 
and scientific data. The second thing 
which struck him was the emphasis on 
how belief in the gospel unites all people 
groups of the world together in Christ. 
Sadly, all that Ruse took away from this 
was a mistaken belief that AiG ignores the 
curse on Canaan (Brown 2009). Yet had 
Ruse checked The Answers Book by AiG, 
he would have found a whole appendix 
devoted to this very question (Batten ef a/ 
1999 pp.222-223). @ 
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Ancient Bird Brains Look ‘Modern’ 
Scientists at the Natural History Museum in 
London have scanned the fossilised skulls 
of seabirds to gain insight into the size and 
shape of their brains (Anthes 2009). Faint 
imprints of their brains have been found 
inside the skulls, which are claimed to be 
55 million years old. The imprints reveal a 
“surprisingly similar” brain, in both size and 
shape, to the modern seabird. This is only 
surprising, of course, within a misguided 
evolutionary worldview that regards even 
a chicken as a type of dinosaur. ® 
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Public Poll Distresses Dawkins 

Jonathan Wynne-Jones (2009) of The 
Telegraph relates that a survey conducted 
by ComRes has shown widespread 
resistance to evolutionary dogma. Over 
50 per cent of the British public believes 
that the theory of evolution alone cannot 
explain the full complexity of life on earth, 
and that a designer must have intervened 
at certain points. Similarly, 32 per cent 
accepted that God created the world 
sometime in the past 10,000 years. Richard 
Dawkins said the poll revealed a worrying 
level of scientific ignorance among Britons. 
His observation comes after 150 years of 
incessant pro-Darwinian propaganda, 
multiple evolution documentaries, popular 
evolutionary science books, targeted 
websites — even a Darwin finger puppet. 
Perhaps with mathematician Marcus du 
Sautoy now in Dawkins’s Chair of Public 
Understanding of Science, levels 

of scientific ignorance will see a 
remarkable downturn. @ 
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Institute of Physics Advises on 
Creationism 

The Institute of Physics (2009) has agreed 
a position statement on science teaching 
and creationism. Outlining the scientific 
methodology, it states: “Essential elements 
of that methodology are critical analysis 
of theories, the reliance on experiment 
and/or observation as the benchmarks 
for testing hypotheses and the willingness 
to change a point of view in the light 

of evidence to the contrary. It follows, 
therefore, that any process, theoretical 
framework or world view that does not 
satisfy these criteria should not be taught 
as part of a science lesson”. The statement 
continues by warning against the 
promotion of worldviews that contradict the 
available evidence, naming young earth 
creationism - yet totally ignoring hard-line 
ultra-Darwinism. Nevertheless, since this 
‘naming and shaming’ tactic betrays a 
rather narrow, subjective worldview not 
currently accepted by 32 per cent of the 
British population, it must represent little 
more than a good-will gesture toward 
extremists of the atheist minority who 
have infiltrated the Institute. @ 
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Carbon At The Edge of Space-Time 

Dr Emma Ryan-Weber from the Centre 

for Astrophysics at Swinburne University 

of Technology in Melbourne, Australia, 

has headed an international team of 
astronomers who have discovered 
evidence of carbon 13 billion light- 

years away (Catchpole 2009). Using the 
European Southern Observatory’s Very 
Large Telescope in Hawaii, the team 
discovered the characteristic emission 
lines of carbon in clouds of gas floating 
between galaxies. “People haven't looked 
[for carbon) in the early universe because 
it looked too difficult”, Ryan-Weber noted. 
We ourselves wonder, however, if anything 
is ‘too difficult’ for the ideology of cosmic 
evolution to ‘explain’. Professor John Norris 
from Mount Stromlo and Siding Spring 
Observatories comments: “I think lots of 


exciting things were happening back then”. 


Be sure to look out for the same punch line 
if rabbits are ever found in ‘Precambrian’ 
strata. ® 
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Human Ear Inspires New Radio Design 
Scientists from the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology have mapped the unique 
spiral architecture of the human ear onto 
electronics in order to create a universal 
radio which can receive any signal 

(Bland 2009). The ‘electromagnetic ear’ 
chip uses the same amount of power 

as a typical mobile phone, and could 

one day be used in portable electronic 
devices. Dr Christopher Shera of the 
Massachusetts Eye and Ear Infirmary 

is very pleased: “People have tried to 
construct electronic cochlea before, but this 
is the first demonstration that imitates the 
amplification we think happens in the ear 
to produce a device that works.” For more 
information about design features of the 
human ear, check out Dr David Menton’s 
excellent lecture detailed below! @ 


References 





Bland, E. (2009). Human ear inspires 
universal antenna. Discovery News, 
http://www.abc.net.au/science/ 
articles/2009/06/09/2593076.htm 


[Accessed on 18th June 2009] 


Menton, D. DVD: The Hearing Ear and 
the Seeing Eye. Answers in Genesis. 
65 minutes. 


15 Evolutionary Misconceptions 

The journal Nature has published a 
selection of evidences for evolution which 
they believe are highly persuasive (Gee 
et a/ 2009). However, ‘15 Evolutionary 
Gems’ is so misconceived that 12 of the 
15 examples of ‘evolution’ contain no 
evidence that creationists would dispute. 
All relate to either a loss of genetic 
information, a re-use of pre-existing 
genetic information, a modification in gene 
expression, a developmental insight, or 
a limited change in allele frequency. The 
remaining three examples are tenuous 
arguments for the evolution of whales, 
tetrapods and feathers. For modern 
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whales, the authors cite Pakicetus, 
Ambulocetus and /ndohyus as ancestors. 
On the basis of a skull, found among 
other terrestrial quadrupeds, Pakicetus 
was reconstructed in an underwater 
posture with four stubby limbs and a long 
stocky tail for swimming. Despite the suffix 
‘-cetus’ (meaning whale), new fossils 
confirm it was a terrestrial mammal with 
thin legs and a thin tail — something like a 
wolf. Ambulocetus is dated more recently 
than undisputed whales and possessed 
no tail fluke or blowhole like whales. To 
add insult to injury, /ndohyus was a very 
small dog-sized creature which even some 
evolutionists admit wasn’t an ancestor 

of whales. Next come tetrapods, and for 
these the authors cite elpistostegids such 
as Tiktaalik, a fish mosaic or chimera 
(equivalent to the mosaic duck-billed 
platypus or hoatzin bird). Finally, the 
origin of asymmetrical flight feathers 
(some attached to the bones of the wing) 
is quite inexplicable via natural selection, 
although Nature seems to downplay this 
fact. In previous explanations, feathers 
have been assumed to be homologous 
with the simpler scales of reptiles. 
However, recent research into gene 

and protein structure, as well as the 
nature of feather development, renders 
this suggestion untenable. Feathers 
develop along a trajectory — from tubes 
to barbs then barbules and then tiny 
barbicels. During the later stages of 
morphogenesis, a complex pattern of 
apoptosis (programmed cell-destruction) 
is initiated by the expression of chemical 
signals — producing the millions of hook- 
like barbicels. A more recent evolutionary 
hypothesis for this pattern suggests 
multiple re-uses of a single cell signaling 
pathway — involving interplay between 
the signaling genes Sonic hedgehog (Shh) 
and Bone Morphogenic Protein 2 (Bmp2). 
Yet ‘multiple re-uses’ require multiple 
beneficial functions which can be 
selected for. These functions have not 
been forthcoming. ® 
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Clutching at straws: some recent 
experiments attempting to 
simulate the origin of life 





J. H. John Peet 


Back in 1953 headline news claimed that 
the problem of the origin of life had been 
solved. Stanley Miller had produced a 
mixture of amino acids under ‘possible 
primitive earth conditions’. Ultimately, 

he acknowledged that these and many 

later attempts to synthesise life were both 

unsuccessful and irrelevant. 

Miller died a couple of years ago 
but, like so many researchers, had kept 
phials from his experiments. A group 
of chemists, led by Jeffrey L. Bada (who 
has also been involved in such research} 
examined those samples using modern 
techniques. They found a greater variety 
of amino acids (the building blocks of 
proteins) than those identified by Miller. 
These twenty-two amino acids were 
present in much lower concentrations 
than those extracted by Miller. 

In his original experiments, Bada 
sparked a mixture of gases (methane, 
ammonia, steam and hydrogen), ‘freezing 
out’ the products and recycling the 
unchanged materials to maximise the yield. 

This reviewer examined these 
experiments in depth several years ago 
and the arguments presented then siill 
apply — indeed, subsequent research has 
underlined them. The reasoning against 
the validity of this work can be summed up 
as follows: 

1. The supposed atmosphere used in the 
experiments is irrelevant with respect to 
the earth's atmosphere. 

2. The gases making up the supposed 
atmosphere would not have lasted for 
the millions of years required for even this 
first step. 

3. The experimental conditions used have 
no parallel on the early earth, even as 
assumed by evolutionists. 

4. The amino acid products were not in the 
proportions required for life. 


5. The amino acids produced were of mixed 
stereochemistry and so not relevant to 
the subsequent life processes. 

6. The products contain chemicals which 
would have hindered the production 
of proteins. 

7. The concentrations of products were too 
low to give any hope of significant yield 
of protein and, in fact, too low to give a 
viable reaction rate. 

8. The reaction products were completely 
lacking in other ‘building blocks’ 
needed to construct the conceived 
first primitive cell. 


The subsequent steps to produce ‘life’ are 
all contrary to recognised chemical laws. 
Furthermore, a greater range of building 
blocks are required than are produced by 
these methods, for example sugars, fatty 
acids, nucleotides and so on. 

So seriously do ‘origins’ researchers 
take these ideas that David Deamer, of 
the University of California, tested the 
concept in a Russian field study. Darwin 
had postulated — and his followers 
have assumed — that the mixture of 
these primary building blocks would 
be concentrated in a location such as 
a volcanic outflow and so react to build 
larger units, the proteins, carbohydrates, 
lipids, DNA and the like. 

Deamer found a puddle in 
Kamchatka where recent volcanic activity 
had erased any signs of life. He prepared 
a ‘soup’ (as the mixture has been 
traditionally described) of the building 
blocks and poured them into this puddle 
in the hope that they would assemble 
and form a rudimentary cell. 

To his distress, the ingredients 
largely disappeared in a few hours! There 
was no sign of primitive life. 

But the researchers do not give up 


hope! As Fox News put it when discussing 
another scenario described by Lincoln ef 
al: “Life as we know it nearly created in 
lab.” The team of researchers have picked 
up on an alternative approach which has 
been discussed for many years. 

One of the problems with Miller- 
type experiments is that they are trying to 
replicate processes that today only occur 
in living cells. We need RNA and DNA (key 
chemicals in the synthesis of proteins in 
cells). So, what if they, rather than amino 
acids etc., were the first chemicals? 

RNA is considered to be the 
precursor of DNA, so Lincoln and his 
colleagues have been looking at this 
molecule. If RNA was available on the 
supposedly primitive earth (remember 
that description is evolutionary, not biblical), 
then its properties might help to trigger 
the initial processes of a living cell, so 
producing the proteins etc. 

They synthesised an RNA enzyme 
(enzymes are organic catalysts, or 
accelerators). This, they found, continues 
to replicate itself indefinitely and so they 
named it ‘immortalised RNA’. 

When they mixed different RNA 
enzymes, then competitive processes were 
set up. Though the situation caused some 
excitement, Prof. Gerald Joyce emphasised 
that they had not achieved a living 
system — not by a long way, of course. 
However, self-sustaining processes are not 
uncommon in chemistry — as long as you 
keep feeding in the right raw materials. 

All this overlooks a fundamental 
problem. Where did the RNA come from? 
Certainly not from the reaction of simple 
chemicals in an unaided natural process. 
RNA is made up from ‘nucleotides’ which, 
again, are not simple molecules and need 
very careful, planned synthesis. They are, 
in turn, constructed from an organic base, 


a sugar and a phosphate unit. But even 
these defy the ‘simple’ scenarios necessary 
in a ‘primitive’ world. 

But then, as any chemist knows, 
the three-dimensional structure of any 
molecule (especially complex ones like 
enzymes} is critical when it is to be utilised 
in further reactions. This is especially true 
when looking at highly complex structures 
such as RNA. 

Did | say, ‘Don’t give up hope’? 
Sorry, do give up hope! Good science 
demonstrates the opposite to the dreams 
of these chemists. Even Charles Darwin, 

a non-chemist, recognised the problem: 
“... if (and oh! what a big if!) we 
could conceive [of] some warm little 
pond, with all sorts of ammonia and 
phosphoric salts, light, heat, electricity 
etc. present, [so] that a protein 
compound was chemically formed 
ready to undergo still more complex 
changes, at the present day such 
matter would be instantly absorbed, 
which would not have been the case 
before living creatures were found.” 


Charles Darwin in a letter to Joseph 
Hooker (1871). 


Why can't his disciples see the problem? @ 
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The New Creationism 





Paul Garner 


2009 was of course a significant milestone. 


It marked the 200th anniversary of the 
birth of Charles Darwin, and the 150th 
anniversary of the publication of Darwin’s 
theory of evolution by natural selection. 

The evolutionary establishment 
celebrated with Darwin-themed events 
throughout the year and the media actively 
promoted the anniversaries too. 


Positive vision 


Perhaps it seems an odd moment to say 
it, but there has never been a better time 
to be a creationist! | say this because 

a new style of creationism is emerging 
today which offers a fresh and exciting 
challenge to conventional thinking about 
origins. For too long, creationism has been 
synonymous with anti-evolutionism. But 
creationism is maturing, and, as it does so, 
it is moving away from the merely negative 
to develop a positive vision of its own. In 
fact, | have made this the central theme 

of my new book, The New Creationism: 
Building Scientific Theories on a Biblical 
Foundation (Garner 2009). 


Better explanations 


One of the most obvious signs of this 
growing maturity is that creationists are 
no longer simply critiquing evolution, but 
are seeking to explain the data better by 
developing theories of their own. 

One field in which creationists have 
made good progress is biology. An entirely 
new sub-discipline called baraminology 
has been established in the last 20 years 
(Wood 2006). Baraminology — a word 
meaning ‘the study of created kinds’ — 
seeks to discover the boundaries of the 
kinds that God made in the beginning, 
what changes have taken place within 
those kinds since they were created, 
how predators and parasites arose 


Creation biologists are interested in studying the kinds 
of plants and animals that God made. 
© James Powell. 


as a consequence of the curse upon 

sin, and so on. A thriving community of 
creation biologists now exists, with its own 
professional society, technical publications 
and scientific conferences." 

There is a popular image of 
creationism as a belief in fixed and 
unchanging species. One can only 
imagine that those who promulgate 
this wildly inaccurate caricature know 
nothing about modern creation biology! 


Geology 


Or consider the field of geology. In 1994, 

a creationist team of three geologists 

and three geophysicists proposed a new 
scientific theory to explain what took 
place during the global Flood described in 
Genesis chapters 6-9 (Austin et a/1994). 

It is essentially a modification of the 
modern theory of plate tectonics, which 
seeks to describe and explain the motion 


of the plates that make up the earth's crust. 


According to this new theory, the 
Flood involved the catastrophic resurfacing 


of our planet in the space of a few months. 


Catastrophic plate tectonics, as the theory 
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e catastrophic 
tectonics of the global flood. © James Powell. 


Rock layers were deposite: 


is known, is able to explain everything 
that conventional plate tectonics explains 
and more besides, as well as providing 

a means by which the ocean level could 
rise to inundate the continents. Another 
outworking of this theory is that the oceans 
would have been heated by the volcanic 
activity associated with the sea-floor 
upheaval. Creationist meteorologists have 
shown how this would have generated 
heavy snowfall after the Flood, leading to 
the rapid onset of an ice age (Oard 1990). 


Radiometric dating 


But what about radiometric dating 
methods, used by geologists to estimate 
the age of the earth based on the decay of 
radioactive isotopes? Don’t these methods 
suggest that the earth's rocks and minerals 
are millions or billions of years old? While 
this is perhaps the greatest scientific 
challenge to the creationist concept of a 
young world, creationists are now doing 
original research in this area too. 
Previously, creationists tended to 
focus upon anomalous and discrepant 
dates in order to discredit the radiometric 


methods. By contrast, evolutionists tended 
to emphasise the overall agreement 

and consistency of the data, ‘explaining 
away’ the anomalies and discrepancies. 
However, recently published work by a 
creationist research team suggests an 
entirely new approach which is able to 
explain both the consistencies and 

the discrepancies. 

This team has uncovered multiple, 
independent lines of evidence suggesting 
that radioactive decay rates were 
accelerated at one or more times in the 
earth's past (Vardiman ef a/ 2005). This 
has opened the way for all the data to be 
explained in a way that wasn't possible 
before, offering a real advance in our 
understanding of geological history. As in 
biology, there is now a fledgling society 
for creationists in the earth sciences, 
led by seven PhD geologists, and the 
proceedings of their first two conferences 
can be found online.’ 


Cosmology 


Even in cosmology, perhaps the least well 
developed field in creationism, exciting 
new ideas are being discussed and 
debated. The thorny question of how light 
reached the earth from distant galaxies 
in a short time frame is being addressed 
with the equations of Einstein’s theory 

of general relativity. Intriguingly, these 
solutions are also offering novel insights 
into long-standing puzzles for conventional 
cosmological theories, such as the 
existence of dark matter and dark energy 
(Hartnett 2007). 


New theories are even helping to solve the distant starlight problem. © Cole Vineyard, iStockphoto.com. 


Itis, indeed, an exciting time to be 
a creationist! Although these theories are 
relatively new, they have been successful 
in explaining our scientific observations, 
have led to testable predictions that 
anticipated future discoveries, and 
have expanded our knowledge and 
understanding of the natural world. Much 
work remains to be done to test, refine and 
apply these theories. Nevertheless, when 
we consider that creationists generally 
lack the resources and manpower that 
evolutionary scientists have available when 
developing their theories, the scientific 
fruitfulness of these ideas is nothing short 
of remarkable. 


New era 


So, in a year of Darwin celebrations, 
creationists also have much to celebrate. 
Creationism is growing up to meet 

the challenges of the 21st century. An 
increasing number of talented young 
scientists are getting involved, multi- 
disciplinary research collaborations 

are being forged, a new era of 
professionalism, self-criticism and peer 
review has dawned, and exciting 
discoveries are being made. These signs 
of health and vitality must be nurtured and 
encouraged because it seems certain that 
the new creationism is here to stay. @ 


Footnotes 





1. See the website of the Creation Biology 
Study Group: 
http://www.creationbiology.org. 
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2. See the Proceedings of the First and 
Second Conferences on Creation 
Geology: http://www.cedarville.edu/ 
event/geology/. 
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Scientifically demolished 
at a stroke! 





Jonathan Swingler 


Did you see any of the TV documentaries 
celebrating ‘Darwin Year’? There has been 
quite a bout of well-produced programmes 
which have a lot of merit to their historical 
overviews. David Attenborough’s Darwin 
and the Tree of Life presented a colourful 
summary of the Darwinian idea but not 
without controversy. Paul Taylor has taken 
up Attenborough’s comments on Genesis 

1 (Taylor 2009). Andrew Marr's Darwin's 
Dangerous /dea series gave an engaging 
look at the implications of neo-Darwinism 
— a useful review is provided by Philip Bell 
(2009). There have been many more but 
notably Armand Marie Leroi’s What Darwin 
Didn’t Know goes into a little more depth 
of the evolutionists’ development of 

the theory. 

Nonetheless, it was amply made 
clear in these programmes that Darwin and 
his big idea formally started the scientific 
process leading up to today — where 
‘we know’ that the biblical account of our 
origins is not a realistic description. What 
‘we know is that humans are descended 
from ape-like creatures and every creature 
over millions of years has evolved from less 
complex forms. So if you hold a biblical 
worldview, you have got it wrong! 

Well... would you have expected 
anything less? Rather than criticise the 
inaccuracies and fanciful assumptions in 
these programmes or bemoan the overt 
force-feeding of an atheistic ideology, 
| want to make several bullet points 
which highlight some of the conveniently 
overlooked facts. | hope these will serve 
as a corrective to the idea that the biblical 
worldview is supposedly scientifically 
demolished by neo-Darwinism as 
purported on our screens. 


1. Motivation for ‘species’ research 
came from a biblical worldview. 
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1. A classification system of life. 
© Jonathan Swingler and Erik Lam, iStockphoto.com. 
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Nonetheless, it 
was amply made 
clear in these 
programmes that 
Darwin and his 

big idea formally 
started the scientific 
process leading up 
to today... 


John Ray (1627-1705), a firm believer in 
the Holy Bible, was the first to use the 
word ‘species’ as the fundamental unit 
of classification. In grouping different life 
forms together he laid the foundations 
for the classification system we have 
today (see Figure 1). In his preface to The 
Wisdom of God Manifested in the Works 
of the Creation he detailed why he was 


writing such a book (Ray 1735). He wanted 
to declare that there is a God and the 
evidence supports creation, in contrast to 
the idea that life came about by chance. 


2. Natural selection is a mechanism 
which leads to extinction not new types 
of life. 


Edward Blyth (1810-1873), another believer 
in the Holy Bible, was the first to describe 
natural selection in 1835, twenty four years 
before the term was used by Darwin in 
The Origin of Species (Blyth 1835). Natural 
selection occurs in hostile environments 
where only the fittest survive. Animals 
which are camouflaged within their natural 
habitat, for example, are less likely to be 
eaten by predators, and thus have greater 
opportunity to reproduce. It was a Christian 
monk, namely Gregor Mendel, whose 
studies of peas published in the 1860s 
showed that life did not evolve a new 
characteristic such as colour but this was 
already programmed into what we today 
call genomes. Successive selecting out of 
particular characteristics (programmed 

in the genomes of organisms) eventually 
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The Bible teaches 
that God created life 
“according to 

its kind”. 


> Falsifiable: for an idea to be a scientific 
hypothesis there must exist the possibility 
that it can be shown to be false by an 
observation or experimental evidence. 







> Evidence: anything used to establish 


the truth of an idea. 
> Opinions: 


evidence. 








alternative ideas resulting 
from different interpretations of the same 








\ 








3. Evidence leading to many opinions. 
© Jonathan Swingler and Kuzma, iStockphoto.com. 


led to those features being lost — and the 
possibility of extinction follows. 


3. There are variations and yet 
boundaries to particular ‘kinds’ of life. 


The Bible teaches that God created life 
“according to its kind”. This is why Ray, 
Blyth and others grouped life forms 
together because God had created them 
as particular kinds. The search was 

on to find these kinds. There is a lot of 
variation within each kind of life but where 
are the boundaries? The very fact that 
many classification systems have been 
developed in the past indicates that life 
comes in discrete groupings and is not 
a continuous spectrum. This is seen in 
the fossil record as well as observable 
creatures alive today: a cat is a cat and 
not a dog, a pigeon is a pigeon and not 
a penguin. Initially, early researchers 
thought that created kinds were close 


to the species level of the developing 
classification system. Today biologists 
who hold a biblical creation view {known 
as ‘baraminology’ think it is more likely 
to be around the family or genus level of 
the modern system — depending upon 
the organism being considered. Many 
propose that the observable evidence 
best supports a model of a forest of 
variations on particular kinds rather than 
a neo-Darwinian ‘tree’ of life (Wise 1990). 
Of interest here, is how the neo-Darwinian 
‘tree’ is now considered outdated even 
amongst secular scientists - a complex 
network architecture now taking its place 
(Lawton 2009). 


4. Mutations are events which lead to 
loss of genetic information and disease. 
Mutation of the genetic code does have 


the power to produce change and since 
the middle of the twentieth century has 





/ 


been pushed as the saviour of the neo- 
Darwinian idea. However, most mutations 
are detrimental to the organism causing 
disease and all reduce the genetic 
information (Gitt 1996). In addition, the 
organism has a number of mechanisms 
to detect and repair damaged DNA 
preventing the propagation of these 
mutations. Dr John Sanford, a professional 
geneticist, gives a good rebuttal to the 
neo-Darwinian idea finding refuge in 
mutations. In his book for non-specialists, 
Genetic Entropy, he marshals the technical 
literature and his own experience to 
demonstrate that the human genome 

has been deteriorating and not evolving 
(Sanford 2008). 


5. No ‘done-deal’ with neo-Darwinism 
but many dissenters. 

Neo-Darwinism and evolution are not a 
‘done-deal’. There are many academics 
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and researchers in the biological sciences 
who have grave misgivings and powerful 
counter-arguments. The most publicly 
well-known of these are Michael Denton 
(a molecular biologist) who published 
Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, in 1986 
and Michael Behe (a biochemist) who 
published Darwin's Black Box, in 1996. 
Both grapple with the fact that there 
is overwhelming evidence against the 
neo-Darwinian synthesis. No mechanism 
has been found for the alleged evolution 
to take place. Instead, biological systems 
are ‘irreducibly complex’ — exhibiting their 
function only when the system is essentially 
complete. More significantly, there are 
many less well known sceptics working 
in this area who not only doubt evolution 
but openly reject it. These include medical 
researchers, zoologists and biochemists 
(Ashton 1998), plus geneticists (Giertych 
1995), molecular biologists (Wieland 
and Batten 1999) and many 
more professionals. 


6. Exact science is not built on ‘we 
know’ or ‘must have’ stories. 


Assertions and assumptions are not 
evidence that an idea is correct. All would 
agree that science is built on evidence, 
and evidence that can be independently, 
repeatedly and refutably investigated. So, 
whenever you hear from atheists or theists 
saying that ‘we know’ this and that ‘must 
have’ occurred, we ought to challenge 
such sloppy statements. How do ‘we know’ 
this? What evidence demonstrates ‘it must’ 
have done that? And it doesn’t stop there 
either. Facts, the evidence, are often open 
to different interpretations because alll 
information and exceptions are not known. 
As a consequence, there are alternative 
expert opinions on the same piece 

of evidence. 


Conclusion 


| suppose many think that to present a 
TV programme to the general public the 
information content has to be dumbed- 
down and set as close to a minimum 
as possible. This is sad! Tragically the 
result can be quite misleading. To say 
neo-Darwinism scientifically demolishes 


the biblical account of our origins is just 
wrong and demonstrates the superficial 
approach taken. Many detailed points 
can be developed to show that the issue 
with evolution is ideological rather than 
scientific. This is not necessarily a problem 
when exploring imaginative ideas and 
concepts, but when it is given the credibility 
of being established from empirical 
science then something has gone subtly 
very wrong. Nature can never deny its 
creator (Psalm 19); only we have that 
capacity and to our detriment. ®@ 
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How to know where 
youre going 





Andy Banton 


A man was once driving down an 
unfamiliar country lane in search of a 
small village. He arrived at a crossroads 
and was presented with a problem. The 
road sign in the centre of the crossroads 
had fallen over. How was he to know 
which was the right road to take? He 
decided to get out of his car and go over 
and try to put the signpost back up. It 
suddenly dawned on him that the answer 
was obvious. Because he knew where 

he had come from he was able to set the 
signpost back in the ground, so that all the 
points were facing the correct directions. 
His knowledge of his past helped him to 
find the right road for the future. 

So many people today do not know 
where they have come from. They have no 
sense of identity and therefore no direction, 
or purpose. This ignorance is because 
the truth is being deliberately kept from 
them. Romans 1:18 describes those who 
“suppress the truth in unrighteousness”. 
Many in high places, who so dislike the 
notion of God because of the inevitable 
consequences of admitting his existence, 
do their utmost to try and convince the 
general public that this world came about 
just by chance, billions of years ago. 

This inevitably is leading many 
away from the path in life we were 
designed to take. Can we be surprised 
that Britain scores highest in nearly all 
the league tables for social and moral 
irresponsibility? Should it any longer be 
a shock that so many, especially young 
people in this country, indulge in binge 
drinking, drug taking and self-harming? 

If we are told for long enough that we are 
no more than animals, is it any wonder 
that we will start to behave like animals? 

How people need fo be told 
the truth about this world and where 
we fit into it. Almighty God created this 
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How people need 
to be told the truth 
about this world 
and where we fit 
into it. Almighty God 
created this world in 
just the way he said 
he did in his Word, 
“For in six days 

the Lord made the 
heavens and 

the earth...” 

(Exodus 20:11). 


world in just the way he said he did in 
his Word, “For in six days the Lord made 
the heavens and the earth...” (Exodus 
20:11). As human beings, we were created 
with certain qualities that are true of God 
himself, which gives us special dignity and 
nobility. “Then God said, let Us make man 
in Our image” (Genesis 1:26). We were 
created to know and love the very one who 
made us and who provides life for us. 
People also need to know where 
things went wrong to cause the world and 
men’s hearts to be such as they are now. 
The account of the beginning of the world 
in Genesis goes on to explain why it is no 
longer the perfect place that God made. 
It tells us that man tragically turned his 


back on God in search for something even 
better. Oh that he had realised that he 
already had that which was the very best 
— a personal relationship with his Creator! 
When sin entered both the world and 
mankind's heart, that relationship 

was ruined. 

When we face up to the truth about 
where we are from — made by God and 
for God, then we can begin to find the 
right way in life. That right way will take us 
to faith in Jesus Christ, who suffered and 
died to deal with our sin and reconcile us 
to God. We will then be going God's way, a 
way that will terminate in heaven when we 
shall see our Creator and Redeemer and 
be with him for all eternity. @ 
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Can we believe Genesis? 
Part 1. The Bible speaks 





Greg Haslam 


How did the world begin? Where did we 
come from? Why are we here? What's 
gone wrong? Why is there death? How can 
it all be put right? These are fundamental 
questions. The truth is, no one can really 
answer them. The answers must come 
by divine revelation, for their solution lies 
beyond scientific inquiry and historical 
research. This revelation begins in Genesis, 
the foundation. We've lost our way as a 
culture and Genesis points the way 
back home. 

Open the Bible at Genesis and 
we enter a minefield of controversy. We 
first encounter the reality of God and 
the doctrine of creation, recounting the 
origins of the cosmos, living organisms 
and humankind. Then, we read of 
man’s space-time moral crash and 
its devastating consequences for all 
mankind and the rest of creation. This 
leads to a cataclysmic worldwide flood 
that overwhelmed the planet and 
altered earth’s topography, ecology and 
climate forever, leaving vast continents 
of sedimentary rocks and billions of 
fossils. Modern men and their ancient 
counterparts have always hated these 
Genesis accounts because the Bible 
confronts us with a Theocentric view 
of the universe that renders us 
responsible to God in ways rebel 
creatures deeply resent. 


Alternative perspectives 


We either feign ignorance about origins 
or espouse alternative man-made 
stories instead. Some form of ‘practical 
atheism’ is the preferred option for many 
post-moderns who live as if God did not 
exist and believe that no absolute moral 
standards are available. Instead, we 
become our own ‘god’, deciding our own 
worldview, codes of ethics and purpose 


in life. The poet W. H. Auden gave voice to 
the desire of many, 
‘Let aeroplanes circle overhead, 
Scribbling on the sky the message, 
God is dead.’ 
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Open the Bible at 
Genesis and we 
enter a minefield 
of controversy. We 
first encounter the 
reality of God and 
the doctrine of 
creation, recounting 
the origins of the 
cosmos, living 
organisms and 
humankind. 


Bemused and intimidated by this, many 
believers have made huge concessions 
to scepticism on the truth of Genesis. 
Alternative views include naturalistic 
evolution, theistic evolution and 
progressive creationism — none of which 
cohere with Genesis, in spite of ingenious 
efforts to combine them. Genesis says 
nothing about eons of past time, the 
evolutionary ‘tree of life’, our pre-Adamic 
ape-like hominid ancestors or long ages 
of predatory bloodshed, death, disease 


and suffering before Adam. Instead, 

it describes a series of divine, rapidly- 
achieved creative acts in just six days, 

the stability of created living ‘kinds’ (with 
room for natural selection, change and 
limited speciation over time within those 
created kinds), an originally perfect world, 
the uniqueness of man, and the alien 
gate-crash intrusion of evil and death into 
our world due to Adam’s sin. Has science 
really trumped the Bible on all this? 

Attacks upon the integrity of 
Genesis are not new and didn’t require 
modern science and the speculations of 
Charles Darwin to kick-start them. The 
ancient Greeks saw the appeal of stories 
about the evolutionary origins of life, and 
the concept goes back even earlier. Men 
prefer alternative explanations for their 
existence despite the dire conclusions 
they lead to. Peter Atkins, Professor of 
Chemistry at Oxford University, wrote in 
The Independent (27th December 1995), 
“Where did the Universe come from? From 
nothing. Where is it going? To oblivion. 
How is it getting there? By purposeless 
decay into chaos. And the cosmic purpose 
of it all? | leave you to draw your own 
conclusions.” 

Dr. R. T. Kendall (1981, p.16) 
responds to the attacks mounted by 
higher criticism, Marxism and atheistic 
evolutionary science: “These forces, 
combined with a denial of creation ex 
nihilo, have done more to undermine faith 
in the Bible than anything else has done 
in recent times. The modern church has 
largely succumbed to this trend in the 20th 
century, and as a consequence it is hard to 
find a churchman or theologian today who 
does not believe in some form of theory of 
evolution. The conspiracy against the Bible 
has focused mainly in an undermining of 
the book of Genesis.” 


Embarrassed by over 150 years of 
sustained assaults upon the credibility of 
Genesis, many have willingly conceded 
that these stories are simply some form 
of pre-scientific ‘mythology’, allegories that 
contain spiritual and moral truths but not 
total fruth in any strict sense of the word, 
since they contradict the known facts 
of history and science. As a result, few 
pastors have ever delivered a detailed 
exposition of Genesis 1-11 to their churches, 
because these chapters are considered to 
be a minefield of hidden booby-traps for 
the naive to fall into. Genesis is hopelessly 
out-dated and misleading information. 
Exploring it for facts is like looking for 
fairies at the bottom of the garden. 


‘True truth’ 


However, an increasing number of 
scientists, philosophers and theologians 
are confident that we have good reasons 
to believe Genesis is reliable history. Unlike 
other history books we have read, the Bible 
starts earlier and finishes later. It speaks 
about both the beginning and end of the 





world, and since no human was present 
at the former or has lived long enough to 
see the latter, we have only God's word on 
these events. Genesis is history from God's 
point of view. It speaks of God's original 
plan for the world, what went wrong with 
it and how it can be put right — Creation, 
Corruption, Catastrophe, and Re-creation 
in Christ — the biblical worldview. Genesis 
is crucial for our understanding all that 
matters most in life. 

It contains vital information on the 
origin of time, space, matter, earth, sun, 
moon and stars (in that order), as well as 
the commencement of life, then the origin 
of plants, birds, fish, insects, mammals, 
reptiles and humans -— trespassing on the 


realms of history and science at every turn. 


We're left with three choices on how to 

handle these sober theological data in 

the light of current scientific claims: 

1. Repudiation — Either Scripture or science 
is true, but both cannot be right. 

2. Segregation — These are two entirely 
different approaches to truth. Scripture 
contains moral and spiritual truths, 


Genesis speaks authoritatively on the matter of origins. © Brian McClister, iStockphoto.com. 
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science trades in factual truth. Each has 
its own methods but they don’t overlap. 
The Bible is unscientific, with nothing 
reliable at all to say about origins. 

3. Integration — Since Scripture has 
no quarrel with true facts properly 
interpreted, since all truth is God's truth, 
then there's nothing to fear from science. 
The Bible is only at odds with false 
presuppositions, unsubstantiated theories 
and human fantasies or the speculations 
of ‘historical’ science masquerading as 
empirical science. Scripture and true 
science agree. 


Genesis speaks authoritatively about the 
origins of sex, marriage and the family, 

as well as the beginnings of civilisation, 
human government and cultural 

activities like the arts and sciences. More 
importantly, it discloses where unsavoury 
things like sin, death, murder, war and 
our disaster-ridden ecology came from. 
Our understanding of these would be 
seriously warped if these narratives were 
myths with no basis in reality. We’d have 
to propose alternative explanations and 
philosophies like evolutionism, human 
progress, existentialism and various forms 
of totalitarianism if the Bible’s worldview 
was simply not true. We'd be left to human 
guesswork if God had not spoken. So who 
are we to believe — God or man? God 
speaks the truth on all matters — what 
Francis Schaeffer called ‘true truth’, i.e. truth 
that is factual, relevant and reliable for all 
people, at all times, everywhere. 


Our starting point 


All intellectual presuppositions and axioms 
in the realm of knowledge are based 
upon faith. They're the starting point for all 
reasoning and assumed to be true without 
proof. We then deduce other hypotheses 
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and explanations from them with a view 

to forming a theory. We continue to test 

our theories to see if they accord with 
known facts and actually work. Similarly 
with the Bible, we assume its truth and see 
if the answers it gives fit the world as it is 
and should be. Genesis is foundational 
then, both for the rest of Scripture and 
everything else. If the Bible is wrong here, 
it will mislead us elsewhere too. We often 
forget that Genesis is weightily endorsed 
throughout the rest of Scripture, even by 

Christ and his apostles: 

1. The Old and New Testaments assume the 
historicity of such characters and events 
as Adam and Eve, Cain and Abel, Noah, 
Creation, Fall and Flood. 

2. The New Testament cites Genesis 
narratives far more than the Old 
Testament does, and always treats 
them as sober reliable history. 

3. Jesus accepted without qualification the 
truth of Genesis history — He treated the 
people as real and the events as true. 
Noah and the Flood were used to predict 
conditions in the last days, Adam and Eve 
supported Christ's position on marriage 
and divorce, and Abraham foresaw 
Jesus’ day. Jesus asked his opponents 
“Have you not read?” — underlining 
Genesis’ authority (see Matthew 
19:4-6; Luke 11:51; Matthew 24:37-39; 
Matthew 24:37; Luke 17:26-27; 

John 8:56). 

4. The Apostle Pau! built his understanding 
of salvation upon the historicity of Adam 
and the Fall— \f we're not lost in Adam, 
we cannot be saved in Christ. He simply 
died a martyr’s death, the benefits of 
which cannot be applied to us. But Christ 
came as the ‘last Adam’ to undo our 
ruin in the first Adam (Romans 5:12ff, 

1 Corinthians 15:21-22, 45; 1 Corinthians 
11:8; 2 Corinthians 11:3; 1 Timothy 2:13-14). 
If Adam never existed then the narrative 
is mythological, and the rest of the Bible 
is also misleading and unreliable. 


The war of the ‘worldviews’ 


Genesis does not present itself as 
‘figurative’ or a ‘parable’. It offers the 
foundations for true science with its 
cosmology, astronomy, geology, biology, 
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Greek and eastern 
dualism divides 
total reality into 
‘watertight’ and 


separate categories: 


heaven and earth, 
spirit and matter, 
soul and body, 
eternity and time, 
sacred and secular, 
God and nature. 


anthropology, sociology, ethics and 
much more. It is real history. Cultures can 
only change if firm philosophical and 
theological foundations are restored. 
Genesis supplies them. 

Genesis 1 was designed to 
counter dualistic thinking. Greek and 
eastern dualism divides total reality into 
‘watertight’ and separate categories: 
heaven and earth, spirit and matter, soul 
and body, eternity and time, sacred and 
secular, God and nature. It says the latter 
parts in each coupling are unimportant 
or evil. But Genesis maintains that a good 
God created matter from the beginning 
though he is distinct from it. He declared 
everything he made to be “good” (Genesis 
]). There's only the Creator-creature 
distinction, not the sacred-secular divide, 
for there’s nothing ‘secular’ but sin. 
Furthermore, God was and still is present 
and in control of his world for he made 
and sustains it from moment to moment. 
God does not act in a mythical sphere 
called ‘supra history’, but the real world 
of ordinary history since space, time and 
matter were made for his glory. 

Genesis 1 relates the recent ‘six- 
day creation’ of the world. This is not 
myth or poetry. There is structure here in 


that there is contrast and symmetry. The 
narrative moves from uninhabitable to 
inhabited, from God forming to God filling, 
from dead to living matter, from chaos to 
cosmos. There is order and symmetry, a 
correspondence in the first six days: 


Day 1. Day 4. 
Light Sun 
Darkness Moon 
Space Stars 
Day 2. Day 5. 
Sky Birds 
Sea Fish 
Day 3. Day 6. 
Land Animals 
Sea Man 
Plants 


Day 7. 
Rest 


There is no parallel repetition of ideas 
here — the chief characteristic of Hebrew 
poetry — just statements of fact. Each day is 
numbered, “first” day, “second” day, “third” 
day and so on, as in any week. Each 
has a “morning” and an “evening” — the 
boundaries of time we would normally 
associate with a 24-hour day. The events 
of each day are precisely delineated and 
the Hebrew word yom, translated “day”, 
almost invariably means an ordinary 
actual day, unless the context indicates a 
more metaphorical use. Genesis 1 does 
not. The word yom occurs over 2,300 
times in the OT, and denotes: 
— ‘day’ as in a period of light as opposed 
to darkness 
— ‘day’ as in 24 hours of time 
— ‘day’ as in the general sense of ‘their 
time’ or ‘that period’ 


The vast majority of uses denote literal 
days, both in the singular (yom) and plural 
(yamim) forms. It’s never used to refer to 
geological ‘ages’ of millions of years. All 
the scholarly Hebrew authorities agree on 
this. Finally, the Fourth Commandments 
reasoning concerning the Sabbath — that 
God worked six days and rested on the 


seventh, therefore so should we (Exodus 
20:8-11) — argues for a recent, literal six- 
day creation of a young earth through the 
powerful Word and Spirit of God. 

In Christianity faith is based 
upon facts. Genesis 1-3 is historical not 
mythological, in that normal readers have 
always seen ‘tight narrative history’ here, 
not allegory, because God's revelation 
of himself is always mediated to us in 
historically anchored Holy Scripture and 
concrete factual dealings of God with 
his world and notin poetic myths and 
sagas. As Cornelius Van Til wrote, “If 
Creation is mythical then God is mythical 
too.” This issue is most hotly debated. 
Theological liberals argue that the Bible's 
‘history’ and miracles are in conflict with 
modern science and verifiable history. 
Intimidated by this, many question the 
truth of Genesis without realising that the 
logical consequences of such doubts is a 
‘metaphorical’ virgin conception, miracle 
ministry, atonement, resurrection and 
second coming of Jesus, for modern 
science disputes those too. If Genesis 1-11 
is wrong, when does God start telling us 
the truth? 


The language of Genesis is 
factual, simple and straightforward. 
Every generation can understand it 
whatever their standard of education or 
scientific learning. It does not present itself 
as figurative in a way that only ‘literary 
experts’ could decipher for us. It tells us 
sober truth in such simple vocabulary that 
the majority of people in every culture 
and time can grasp it. It is not naive and 
simplistic to do so. Bible narratives are 
to be understood historically unless the 
context or genre makes it clear that we are 
wrong to do this. Genesis doesn’t do that 
for it recounts genuine history. 

The Bible is not a spiritualising and 
moralising storybook like Aesop's fables or 
the stories of the Brothers Grimm. The Bible 
is the infallible, inerrant Word of God — the 
God who cannot lie (Titus 1:2). Our faith 
is inextricably bound up with real historic 
events that happened in space and time, 
including the events of Creation. The truth 
of the whole Bible is at stake here, for if we 
are not to believe what it says on the first 
few pages why should we believe the rest? 
Topple the first domino of Biblical truth and 
the whole row falls together. A young child 
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once asked in simple logic, “If God didn’t 
mean what he said in Genesis, then why 
didn’t he say what he meant?” The truth is: 
he did. @ 
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made God? 





Edgar Andrews 


The question ‘Who made God?’ crops 

up in a probability argument presented 
by Richard Dawkins in 7he God Delusion 
(Dawkins 2006, p.109). In answering 
Dawkins’ question, we must begin with 

a lengthy note of caution. Probability 
arguments are offen used in debates 
relating to God, science, creation and 
evolution, but they are almost always 
used naively. Probability theory is a branch 
of mathematics, concerned initially with 
discrete numbers (like the probability of 
getting heads or tails when you toss a 
coin) but extending also to continuous 
‘distribution functions’ (like a curve showing 
people's average income plotted against 
their age). Either way, it’s all mathematics. 
The theory can, of course, be applied to 
the real world as in the examples given, 
but there is nothing of the real world built 
into the theory itself. For example, its coin- 
tossing calculations take no account of 
the possibility that the coin might land on 
its edge and get stuck in that position — 
something that could happen quite often 
if you're tossing the coin on a soft 

sandy beach. 

A famous example is Sir Fred 
Hoyle’s calculation of the probability of 
spontaneously forming a protein molecule 
from its amino-acid constituents, which he 
likened to the probability that a whirlwind 
in a junk yard would assemble a Boeing 
747. Good fun, of course, especially for 
creationists, but it’s just number-juggling 
and takes no account of physical and 
chemical realities (such as the presence 
or absence of water, catalysts and 
competing chemical reactions). There is 
no way of knowing whether such abstract 
calculations have any meaning in a 
realistic chemical scenario. 

Equally, however, the claim 
that anything (like the origin of life) 








Typing chimps will never produce the works 


of Shakespeare. 
© Eric Isselée, iStockphoto.com. 





must happen by chance if you wait 

long enough is also fallacious. Again, 
this claim is based on the idea that no 
mathematically possible event has zero 
probability. But what is mathematically 
possible may be physically impossible. 
Consider the claim that 100 monkeys 
banging the keys of 100 typewriters (with 
no lunch breaks) will eventually produce 
the works of Shakespeare. Not true. The 
well-established chemical theory of rate 
processes tells us that all real-world 
processes are reversible — they can go 
backwards as well as forwards, and the 
net result is the balance between forward 
steps and backward steps. For a process 
to go forward on average requires a 
payback of free energy. If there is no such 
payback, each forward step will sooner 
or later be cancelled out by a backward 
step and the system will remain in stasis. 
Applying this to the monkeys, we see 
that progress towards a Shakespeare 
folio would actually go backwards, not 
forwards, since the likelihood of the next 
keystroke being an error is much greater 
than the likelihood of it being correct (there 
being 26 letters in the alphabet, one would 





be correct but 25 would be mistakes). So if 
you started the monkeys with a typescript 
lacking just a single sonnet but otherwise 
complete and correct, it wouldn't be long 
before The Merchant of Venice was in 
total disarray — let alone Much Ado 

about Nothing. 

The only way the monkeys will ever 
complete their task successfully is if you 
artificially introduce a ‘payback’ system in 
which you remove and store any correct 
text the monkeys might generate, putting 
this text into quarantine so that it cannot 
be corrupted again. Some readers will 
recognise this as the fundamental principle 
behind Darwinian natural selection, but the 
monkeys-to-Shakespeare scenario, being 
just a numerical argument, admits no such 
intervention and is completely fallacious. 

In order to apply mathematical 
probability theory to the real world, 
therefore, requires us to build the real 
world into the scenario. In physics 
and chemistry the result is something 
called ‘statistical mechanics’, which 
is one approach to the science of 
thermodynamics. The mathematical 
theory of probability can only be applied 
correctly to the real world through the filter 
of thermodynamics. 


The probability of God 


In the science of thermodynamics the 
statistical probability that a given system 
(or arrangement) will arise spontaneously 
in nature is related mathematically to 
the degree of order or complexity of the 
system. Systems with low complexity 
(high entropy or randomness) are likely to 
arise spontaneously while systems with 
high order or complexity (low entropy or 
randomness) are unlikely to do so. 

Oh, sorry for the techno-talk; let’s 
put it this way. If you see a pile of bricks 


by the roadside, they could have fallen off 
the back of a lorry (low complexity, high 
probability of happening spontaneously). 
But if you see a neat bungalow built of 
bricks it is most unlikely to have arisen by 
accident (high complexity, low probability 
of happening by chance). 

Don’t know any thermodynamics? 
So, let’s learn some. Take a china 
soup bowl and drop it on a stone floor 
(preferably without the soup). Very likely 
it will become less ordered (or less 
organised) — instead of one piece of china 
having a nice symmetrical shape, there will 
be many pieces of different shapes and 
sizes. Now collect these pieces together 
and drop them on the same floor. Did they 
reassemble themselves into the ‘ordered’ 
form of an unbroken bowl? No? Oh well, 
that's thermodynamics for you. Disordered 
states of matter arise spontaneously; 
ordered states do not. 

Of course, you can sit down with a 
tube of superglue and painstakingly stick 
the bits together to reassemble a single 
bowl. You won't make a perfect job of it, 
of course, but you will — after expending 
much effort and some skill — make the 
pieces more ‘ordered’ by joining them 
together in a unique relationship (any other 
relationship would let the soup leak out). 
But the increased order of the repaired 
bowl has only been achieved at the cost of 
directed energy input and intelligent effort. 
It could never have happened on its own. 

Consider another example. If | 
let a small child get her sticky fingers 
on my computer keyboard, this page 
would continue as a random jumble of 
characters — one meaningless sequence 
out of an almost infinite range of equally 
possible sequences. If, on the other 
hand, | retake control and continue to 
develop my argument in carefully chosen 
words, there are only a limited number of 
symbol sequences that could serve this 
purpose. The sticky finger jumble is a high 
probability arrangement because there 
are so many different ways to achieve 
it, but it has low complexity because it is 
random and meaningless. By contrast, 
my reasoned argument requires a low- 
probability arrangement of symbols, 


because there are only a limited number 
of ways of expressing what | want to 
say. But because what | say is (hopefully) 
meaningful, my page is a system of high 
complexity (high information content) and 
has a negligible probability of occurring 
accidentally or spontaneously. 

Now we know that the physical 
world represents a highly improbable 
arrangement of matter and energy — an 
extremely improbable arrangement as it 
turns out. The study of physics has shown 
that the laws and fundamental constants 
of nature give every appearance of being 
fine-tuned to permit the existence of 
intelligent life on earth (this is known as 
the anthropic principle). 

The argument for the improbability 
of God, as advanced by Dawkins and 
others, seems to boil down to the following 
reasoning: (1) By common consent, the 
world is a highly improbable and complex 
system; (2) if God created the world he 
must be more complex than the world he 
created; therefore (3) God is less probable 
than the world; indeed, he is fantastically 
improbable; so (4) God probably doesn't 
exist. Although produced with a flourish, 
the argument holds no more water than 
a sieve. Firstly we have to accept the 
dubious assumption that the science of 
thermodynamics (or statistical mechanics} 
— which was developed to describe the 
behaviour of matter and energy — applies 
to theology and God. You might just as 
well apply it to love, music or politics, 
but | promise you it won't work. 

Secondly, there is excessive 
sleight of hand in the use of the word 
‘improbable’. In thermodynamics it 
refers to the number of different ways a 
system can be arranged or ordered. The 
repaired soup bowl is highly improbable 
thermodynamically speaking because 
it is Uniquely formed — there is only one 
way to arrange the pieces to rebuild 
that particular shape. By contrast, the 
broken bowl can consist of many different 
arrangements of shards. It could break 
into just two pieces or ten or a hundred. 
An almost infinite variety of shapes and 
sizes could result from the fracture. There 
are thus a huge number of possible 
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arrangements for a broken bowl — and 
that means that the broken bowl is a 
highly probable entity, thermodynamically 
speaking. But because the repaired bowl 
is ‘improbable’ and the broken bowl 
‘probable’ it doesn’t mean that all soup 
bowls are broken. However, let's skip over 
these logical death-leaps in Dawkins’ 
reasoning and suppose that in some way 
the argument does have relevance to God. 
What does it actually prove? 

Having agreed, presumably, 
that the world does exist in spite ofits 
extreme complexity and organisation (high 
improbability), the argument goes on to 
say that God is unlikely to exist because 
he is ... well, er, highly improbable. OK, so 
God is arguably more complex and thus 
less probable than the physical universe. 
But by what logic must we accept that 
one highly improbable entity exists (the 
universe) while another highly improbable 
entity (God) does not exist — simply 
because he is too complex or organised to 
do so? In my neck of the woods they call 
that special pleading. ®@ 
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Did birds fly in the 


late Triassic? 





David J. Tyler 


Seven years ago, a team of Argentinian 
geologists (De Valais 2002), published a 
paper in Nature on the oldest known bird- 
like trackways. The lead researcher was 
quoted (Monani 2002) as saying: 

“The first and most striking feature 

of these fossil footprints is the 

overall resemblance with modern 

bird footprints”. 


In commenting on the finds, Martin Lockley, 
a respected palaeontologist, said: 
“what is commendable here is that 
the Argentineans have presented their 
material well and these footprints seem 
to be distinctly bird-like and different 
from any known dinosaurs walking 
around at the time”. 


During the intervening years, the 
Argentinians have worked on their find 
and numerous related themes. They have 
published the first comprehensive review 
of all the tetrapod tracks that have been 
found in Triassic rocks in Argentina (De 
Valais and Melchor 2008). They have 
analysed depositional environments and 


Did our feathered friends leave their tracks in Triassic 
sediments? © James Powell. 





looked at a whole range of fossil traces 
(Melchor ef a/2006). Most recently, they 
have used a modern-day locality to study 
trackways left by birds and compared 
them with previously found fossil material 
(Genise ef a/ 2009). This study is thorough 
and authoritative. They report many 
similarities between modern-day traces 
and the fossil material, with insignificant 
differences. Their diagnostic finding 
concerned traces associated with flight: 
“The presence of flight trace fossils 
(Volichnia), i.e. footprints with 
elongated hallux impressions that are 
interpreted as representing low angle 
landing, associated with probing marks 
and a similar morphology of Grujpeda 
dominguensis with tracks of modern 
shorebirds, strongly suggest an avian 
affinity for the producers of the 
fossil tracks.” 


The suggestion that these fossil tracks were 
made by birds is no longer tentative. After 
rigorous examination, the fossil evidence 
points clearly to birds feeding and moving 
about in an environment interpreted as 
a mud-flat next to an ancient lake. The 
problem this poses is integrating this with 
other knowledge regarding fossil birds. 
These fossilized tracks are thought to pre- 
date Archaeopteryx by 55 million years. 
Those who claim that birds evolved from 
theropod dinosaur ancestors may have 
found a way to live with Archaeopteryx 
fossils (which pre-date their candidate 
theropods) but they cannot live with birds 
from the Late Triassic! Consequently, the 
avian interpretation of these traces is very 
controversial. The authors back off from 
confrontation by saying: 

“in consequence, the Santo 

Domingo track site would be 

younger than supposed”. 





However, the geological ‘period’ 
associated with these rocks may not 
be dismissed easily. There are three 
independent pointers to their location in 
the geological column and these rocks 
are very similar to Triassic strata in other 
parts of the world known as the New Red 
Sandstone. The authors write: 
“The track surface belongs to the 
Santo Domingo Formation, which is 
considered of Late Triassic-Early Jurassic 
age. This age is based on characteristic 
fossil wood remains, on a 40Ar/39Ar 
radiometric age from interbedded 
basalt flows, and palaeomagnetic 
studies. The formation reaches a 
minimum thickness of c. 1950 m and 
is in fault contact with Carboniferous 
igneous and sedimentary rocks”. 


Of particular note, the Santo Domingo 
Formation is said to be a red bed 
succession that displays, from base to top, 
a transition from a silty fan-like formation 
characteristic of river-mouths, through river 
channels and shallow lakes, toward wind- 
borne sedimentary environments. 

Whilst it is perfectly reasonable 
to revisit the question about assigned 
age, it is no less reasonable to revisit the 
supposed theropod-bird evolutionary 
transition. In particular, it is worth noting 
the research of the so-called BAND (Birds 
Are Not Dinosaurs} scholars. One of these 
is John Ruben, who with colleagues, 
compared the respiratory structures of 
modern birds, mammals, and crocodiles 
with those reconstructed from the fossils 
of early birds and theropod dinosaurs 
(Ruben 1997). Tellingly, there are big 
differences between biblical kinds. 
Theropod dinosaurs appear to have 
crocodile-like diaphragms. Birds, however, 
lack a diaphragm and make use of 


pelvis and chest movements to breathe. 
The differences are so marked that, it is 
claimed, there are "fundamental problems" 
with the proposal that diaphragm-less 
birds evolved from dinosaurs 

with diaphragms. 

Ruben has co-published another 
challenging study recently, related to avian 
respiration (Quick and Ruben 2009). He 
points out that birds are different from 
other land animals in the way they walk: 
they are ‘knee runners’ because the femur, 
or thigh bone, in birds is largely fixed. 

“What was just discovered, however, 

is that it’s this fixed position of bird 
bones and musculature that keeps 
their air-sac lung from collapsing when 
the bird inhales. Warm-blooded birds 
need about 20 times more oxygen than 
cold-blooded reptiles, and have evolved 
a unique lung structure that allows 

for a high rate of gas exchange and 
high activity level. Their unusual thigh 
complex is what helps support the 

lung and prevent its collapse.” 


Fossilised bird prints. 
© Melissa Muhlenkamp, iStockphoto.com. 





Like his analysis of the diaphragm in 
respiration, Ruben interprets the new 
findings in terms of a fundamental clash 
between the design of birds and the 
design of dinosaurs. It is unreasonable to 
postulate an evolutionary transition from 
theropods. Ruben is reported as saying: 
“theropod dinosaurs had a moving 
femur and therefore could not have 
had a lung that worked like that in 
birds. Their abdominal air sac, if they 
had one, would have collapsed. That 
undercuts a critical piece of supporting 
evidence for the dinosaur-bird link.” 


The BAND researchers are interesting 
because they put much weight on what 
we would call ‘design’ factors. This 
approach recognises that design acts 

as a constraint affecting movement 

along adaptive pathways. This leads 

to a methodology that is more ready to 
question evolutionary transformations 

that cross design boundaries. The effect 

is to locate key transitions earlier in time 
to where they are undocumented by fossil 
material. By contrast, the BAD group (Birds 
Are Dinosaurs) makes extensive use of 
cladistics (classification based on common 
ancestry), tending to focus on the presence 
or absence of characters, and neglecting 
to consider the system as a whole. As 

a consequence, their use of cladistics 
leads to a reductionistic emphasis which 
thinks of organisms as mere collections 

of characters. There is a natural ‘fit’ 

with evolutionary theory: evolutionary 
developmental mutations create innovative 
characters and natural selection knocks 
them into shape. 

Discoveries like bird-tracks in Late 
Triassic strata give the BAND group more 
scope for developing their thinking and are 
an embarrassment to the BAD group. It will 
be a good day for science when all these 
evidences get featured in educational 
materials and in media presentations. 
However, as Ruben reminds us, this is 
not science unsullied by human factors: 
“Frankly, there's a lot of museum politics 
involved in this, a lot of careers committed 
to a particular point of view even if new 
scientific evidence raises questions” Ruben 
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said. In some museum displays, he said, 
the birds-descended-from-dinosaurs 
evolutionary theory has been portrayed as 
a largely accepted fact, with an asterisk 
pointing out in small type that “some 
scientists disagree.” @ 
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DieaNiin on the Rocks 


Reviewed by J. H. John Peet 


Those who have heard John Mackay 
lecturing will have appreciated his homely, 
down-to-earth style of presentation. He 
has an ability to communicate technical 
subjects in a user-friendly way. This DVD 
reflects that same approach and 

is genuinely ‘down to earth’. 

Few non-specialists get an 
opportunity to participate in a geology field 
trip and probably few geology graduates 
have been treated to a global exploration 
of the rocks. In this DVD, John takes us on 
whistle-stop trips across the globe from 
Australia, through the UK to North America 
in particular. 


Ammonite beds near Lyme Regis © James Powell. 





His ambition is to demonstrate 
that Darwin and Lyell have misled recent 
generations concerning the facts of the 
rocks and their fossils. They speak, not 
of millions of years but of thousands and 
he presents the evidence for this in a 
persuasive manner. 

Also included in the presentation 
are interviews with a number of other 
geologists who agree with the biblical 


timescale in interpreting their observations. 


One, Liam Fromyhr, is a gold geologist 
and claims that the young earth approach 
has been invaluable in his research. What 
a pity this was not pursued in order to 
explain the claim further. 

Mackay exposes Charles Lyell’s 
motives ("to free the science from Moses”) 
and his perversion of the known facts. 
For example, he was told the actual rate 
of erosion of the rocks under the Niagara 
Falls, but deliberately distorted the rate 
in his writings in order to suit his theory. 
Employing such falsities, he was able 
to delude the scientists and public into 
assuming that the rocks were much 
older than they actually are. 

As he moves across the world, 
Mackay shows how the fossil evidence 
demonstrates that the sediment and the 
fossils have been swept by water into 
places far removed from their origins. 
The burials of the plants and animals are 
shown to have been rapid and in great 
depths of sediment. 

By tracing rock and fossil types 
across the world, John demonstrates 
that these flood deposits are global. 

Also, the fossil beds contain mixtures 
of both plants and animals in the same 








location, meaning they were not selectively 
fossilised in different horizons. All these 
points are demonstrated in his field work 
and conform to the biblical account. 

The programme is in two parts 
in order to facilitate its viewing. It is fast- 
moving and, in fact, this would be helped 
by text listing of the points as they are 
established. Few will be able to recall 
where the journey has taken them! 
Towards the end of the second part, there 
are useful interviews with Christian workers 
who explain how this approach has been 
demonstrated to be important in their 
evangelism (i.e. by grounding the good 
news of salvation upon the historical facts 
of Genesis 1-11). 

One of the disadvantages of this 
type of presentation is that most viewers, 
academic or otherwise, would love to 
sit around with the speaker and ask 
questions. “Yes, but ...?” is the starting 
point for many such questions arising from 
this programme. Though believing hosts 
can provide such a facility, few of us have 
the expertise of John Mackay. 

However, the message is clear: 
Lyell and Darwin were blinded by their 
desire to eliminate God from the historical 
processes affecting this world. As a result, 
they (and their successors) have shut their 
eyes to the facts that even we can see! 
Further instalments to this programme 
are promised. @ 
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Reviewed by David Anderson 


This book is a collection of eleven chapters 
from different contributors, sandwiched 
between an introduction by both editors 
and a conclusion from Michael Reiss 
(former Director of Education at the Royal 
Society]. Some of the contributors are 

well known champions of evolution, such 
as Robert Pennock and Michael Ruse; 
whereas all the remaining authors are 
established writers in the area of science 
education. The book's stated purpose is 
to discuss the issues raised for school 
science teachers by the ongoing resistance 
to evolutionary theory — especially 

from creationists and latterly by design 
theorists. How should evolution be taught? 
How should dissenting or potentially 
dissenting students be handled? How 
should science interact with religion in a 
science classroom? And so on. Though 
Reiss himself is based in London and 

two other contributors are not in North 
America, the contributors generally 
assume the American context, sometimes 
quite narrowly. This would considerably 
decrease the book's interest to others. Of 
the twelve writers, eleven are convinced 
neo-Darwinists and the lone sceptic is the 
Director General of the Islamic Academy 
in Cambridge, Shaikh Abdul Mabud. The 
religious views of the neo-Darwinists vary, 
including atheists and theists, though 

the theists’ thinking has a heavy non- 
evangelical, liberal bent. 

The book is aimed at an academic 
level and is published in the ‘Counterpoints’ 
series, whose strap-line is ‘Studies in the 
Postmodern Theory of Education’. This is 
rather appropriate because, taken as a 
whole, the book is a confused mess of 





contradictory messages, flowing from 
contradictory worldviews. Only a minority 
of the contributors spend much time 
critically probing the deeper issues that 
give rise to their conclusions (if they devote 
any space to showing awareness of them 
at all). That's quite understandable on a 
certain level, because the probing of such 
issues could unravel not just the whole 
book but the whole system of education 
that provides the context for the discussion. 
It would open up questions that show up 
the book in its present form for what it is — 
people talking far past each other, despite 
their solid agreement on neo- 

Darwinism itself. 

What is education? What part 
do world-views play in it? Who should 
be in charge of a child’s education? 

What are the mutual responsibilities and 
rights of parents and children? And how 
should conflicts be resolved when they 
arise? Such questions are the ‘elephants’ 
rioting around the room, frequently being 
overlooked by the contributors as they 
try to resolve how to teach evolution to 
students who may have been brought 
up in a context where its conclusions 

are questioned. These questions expose 
deeper fault lines in the idea of a uniform 
government-controlled curriculum in an 
age where society is not held together by 
mutually agreed religious beliefs. 

As far as creationism itself is 
concerned, much of the book is a dialogue 
of the deaf. The contributors generally 
assume a caricature of creationist belief 
and practice which is far from reality on the 
ground. There is no attempt to accurately 
understand, represent or interact with real 
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creationist thinking. Instead, it is assumed 
without documentation (presumably 
because it is needless) that creationists’ 
core doctrine is ‘literal’ (rather than 
grammatical-historical). Furthermore, 

it is continually assumed or asserted 

that creationist biblical interpretation is 
necessarily ‘anti-science’ (rather than 
seeking to build alternative scientific 
models), that most creationists are only 
creationists because they lack scientific 
expertise, and that evolution is a topic of 
almost unanimous agreement amongst 
scientists. The book could be used as a 
case study in the phenomena of ‘false 
knowledge’. Here, an endlessly-repeated 
and never-questioned body of supposed 
‘facts’ (that would be rejected if only the 
smallest amount of critical investigation 
were made), instead become accepted as 
facts so utterly certain that they need no 
such investigation. Professor Michael Reiss 
(though himself a neo-Darwinist content 
with handling creationism as fiction) is 

a welcome exception to this unthinking 
repetition. It is interesting to note that 

not much more than a year after writing 
this book, his carefully thought-out pleas 
to treat creationism in a more accurate 
context have lost him his role as Director 
of Education at the Royal Society — thus 
allowing the knee-jerk fundamentalism of 
the less critical campaigners to continue. 
As Director General of the Islamic 
Academy in Cambridge, Shaikh Abdul 
Mabud doesn't actually come out and 
endorse any alternative to neo-Darwinism, 
only asking for a more critical examination 
of the evidence against it. The editors have 
insulated themselves very well against any 
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genuine creationist criticism! 

There are certainly large doses 
of unthinking atheist fundamentalism 
in this book. If vacuous sloganeering 
(e.g. “Intelligent Design Creationism!”, 
“fundamentalists!”) is your cup of tea, 
then campaigner Robert Pennock’s chapter 
will do you a treat. There's also a review 
of relevant US court cases by Randy 
Moore that contributes little in the way 
of intelligent thinking about the nature of 
church and state. Plenty too, of unthinking 
scientism — materialist philosophy 
repackaged as science, whether this 
philosophy has simply been absorbed 
unwittingly by the writer or is part of a 
fully-formed God-hating worldview. A 
classic example is found in Moore's 
chapter. Though his brief was in writing 
on the legal history of creation-evolution 
related issues in the US, at the end of the 
chapter he pulls in his overall reasons 
why Intelligent Design (ID) is flawed. This 
amounts to throwing out a long list of 
unanswered philosophical (not scientific) 
questions as if they were irrefutable. For 
instance, he objects that the identification 
of intelligence leads immediately to a 
scientific dead end. He then asks why 
species have gone extinct if an intelligence 
designed them? Why also is there wastage 
in the natural world? A God, he contends, 
would have never done things this way. 
This ironic outburst of religious justification 
for excluding ID, at the end of a chapter 
assuming the humanist position that 
the US constitution forbids any religious 
thinking in government schools, is totally 
lost on the writer. 

As a whole the book represents 
a smorgasbord of opinions, from the 
compatibility of evolution with religion to 
their mutual falsification, accompanied by 
a range of views on how then to actually 
deal with science/religion issues in 
government schools. Each writer presents 
his own ideas on the action to take — to 
what extent personal beliefs should guide 
the presentation, etc. All that any neo- 
Darwinian science teacher reading the 
book could really do with it is treat it as a 
kind of menu, and choose which option 
appeals to their disposition most. There's 


little else in the book that one writer asserts 
whose serious problems aren't highlighted 
by someone else. 

What will the creationist take away 
from this sea of confusion? Firstly, it is very 
encouraging — when Scripture isn’t allowed 
to be the first foundation of our thinking, 
such running round in circles really is the 
only possible outcome. Secondly, 
it is frustrating that such rampant ‘false 
knowledge is still repeated as truth 
even amongst academics who are 
supposed to be doing careful research. 
What more can we do to communicate 
an accurate picture of our position and 
have that discussed instead of endless 
caricatures? On the other hand, it is 
something creationists must always be 
ready for, given the spiritual and not 
ultimately academic nature of the battle. 
Thirdly, we are faced with a challenge. 

It ought to be very uncomfortable to read 
academics, of blatantly and subtly non- 
Christian worldviews, so confusedly tossing 
around the issues of how to educate other 
people's children in matters of spiritual and 
moral significance. If creationists really are 
convinced that a biblical worldview must 
come first, then a much more thorough 
reformation of education is needed than 
simply campaigning for the treatment 

of evolution in schools to be balanced. 

We must of course take a neighbourly 
concern for those who are exposed to 
that treatment — but what about our own 
children? What are we doing to make 
sure our own children have a much more 
thorough-going nurture? How can they 

be given an education that is grounded 

in God's truth from A to Z rather than just 
hoping for the best with what the present 
confused, secular education system can 
serve up? ® 


David Anderson is a pastor and Bible 
college lecturer based in Eldoret, Kenya 
(http://david.dw-perspective.org.uk) 
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What will the 
creationist take 
away from this sea 
of confusion? 
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Honest to Darwin 


CONFERENCE REPORT 
Shrewsbury, Shropshire 


Monday 23rd February — Saturday 28th February 2009 





Report by Adrian Burns 


lam going to give in to the temptation 

to write about how how last year’s 

Honest to Darwin event ‘evolved’ in the 
planning. Headline writers use the word 
with monotonous predictability when 

they report on the latest Darwin-related 
activity. Tedious though it is, it allows me 
to make the point that in everyday use 
evolution equals improvement by design. 
We all know that whether it be cars, 
computers or the other products and 
services the marketing people try to sell 
us, none of them improves as a result of 
random processes but through expensive 
investment in design. Although that may 
not be the sense in which scientific authors 
write about evolution, they too are offen 
guilty of a similar abuse of language when 
they speak about nature’s ‘design’ through 
the evolutionary process. 

The Honest to Darwin project 
started about five years ago. At first, 
it seemed simply that Shrewsbury 
needed a biblical/scientific challenge 
to the materialist agenda that would be 
promoted around evolution in Darwin's 
bicentenary year. That would imply 
disagreement with the position adopted 
by many Christians — and promoted in 
Shrewsbury through eminent lecturers in 
the annual Darwin Festival — that God 
used evolution to bring about his purposes 
in nature. 

However, as the project developed 
it became clear that our position as 
residents of Darwin’s birthplace gave us 
a unique opportunity and responsibility. 
We could approach the subject with an 
emphasis on the scientific evidence, 
getting back to what Darwin knew when 
he was writing and considering how he 
might have viewed the evidence that has 
come to light since his time, which we 
believe supports design. 
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Coming from a 
variety of disciplines, 
each speaker 

made an important 
contribution to our 
central theme. 


That emphasis led to the choice of name 
for the project, and our choice of speakers. 

Coming from a variety of 
disciplines, each speaker made an 
important contribution to our central 
theme: Martin Charlesworth gave us the 
historical perspective; Sylvia Baker spoke of 
the scientific context from Linnaeus through 
Darwin and Mendel; Geoff Barnard 
addressed popular but misleading claims 
about genetic similarities between species; 
Andy Mcintosh explained the implications 
of thermodynamics and information; 
and Stephen Meyer (our guest from 
the Discovery Institute in Seattle) gave 
compelling evidence for design from 
the information encoded in DNA. In 
addition there were seminars for people 
in education and church leadership 
where our speakers tackled specific 
current issues. 

Was the week a success? Well, we 
had over six hundred people through the 
doors during the course of the five days 
and it culminated in an attendance of over 
200 for Stephen Meyer's keynote address 
on Intelligent Design. It exceeded its 
financial targets — i.e. made a smaller loss 
than the one for which we had budgeted! 


But what the statistics don’t measure is the 
challenge to scientific complacency, and 
the encouragement to faith, which was 
reported by many of those who attended. 
This was rewarding to hear. 

| was fortunate to be present at 
all the events and so benefited from the 
cumulative weight of evidence — which | 
had not heard in one place before. | don’t 
believe in ‘blind faith’, but neither am |a 
scientist. So | recognised that there were 
significant gaps in my knowledge before 
the conference started. There was always 
the risk, running through my mind, that 
the evidence presented in the conference 
would not support the claims made for it. 
Yet the depth and variety of the lectures 
were enough to give a real boost in 
understanding and some confidence 
about debating the issues with people 
who haven't considered the possibility of 
design before. 

In this summary, | have not 
mentioned biblical creation because it was 
not a main theme of the week. That was 
part of the ‘evolution’ of this event - we 
recognised that there were other Christian 
organisations who were established 
and effective in that area, and so we 
concentrated instead on the scientific 
evidence. In doing so we hope we have 
started something which will challenge 
the materialists, provide resources for 
the believer, and encourage debate in a 
context which is compatible with respect 
for Shrewsbury’s local hero. @ 
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Editorial: (Continued) 


Finally, a farewell... 


In one way or another I've been involved in 
editing Origins since the early 1990s, more 
recently acting as chief editor of the more 
‘popular’ editions. 

Last year, | decided that it was time 
to ‘hang up my boots’ and hand the task 
on to someone else. I’m very pleased to 
say that fellow BCS committee member, 
James Powell, has agreed to take on 
the role. 

Over the last couple of issues, 
we've been in transition — with James 
and | working together — but this will be 
the last for which | have overall editorial 
responsibility. I'd like to express my 
gratitude to all my fellow contributors — 
writers, editors and reviewers alike — for 
all their help over the years. I'm also very 
grateful to Paul Airy of four-nine-zero 
design (http://www.fourninezerodesign. 
co.uk) for continuing to give the magazine 
such a professional look. 

I'm sure that James will do a fine 
job as your new editor and that he will 
bring some exciting and fresh ideas to 
the magazine — so do give him 
your support! @ 


Paul Garner 


Footnotes 





1. A pluton is an igneous rock body that 
crystallised from a magma below the 
surface of the earth. Batholiths are larger 
bodies, usually composed of many 
individual plutons. 


2. A diapir is a mass of buoyant magma 
that forcefully pushes its way into the 
overlying rocks. 


3. A dyke is a sheet-like fracture in the 
earth along which magma may be 
injected, often at high speeds. 


4. Phreatic stripping is the process by 
which groundwater vapourises to steam 
when heated by an intruding magma, 
resulting in the violent erosion of the 
surrounding rocks. 


5. Radiohalos are microscopic shells 
of radiation damage caused by minute 
radioactive inclusions in minerals. 
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